U.S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Roseburg District, Oregon

Environmental Assessment for the Swiftwater Field Office
Wahl Tract Amendment to Reciprocal Right-of-Way Agreement R-767

EA No. OR - 104 - 01 - 07

The Swiftwater Field Office proposes to amend Reciproca Right-of-Way Agreement R-767 with Lone
Rock Timber Company in order to obtain lega access to lands located in the Lower North Umpqua fifth-
field watershed in Sections 27 and 29; T25S., R.5W.; W.M. (Cooper Creek reservoir). Lone Rock
Timber would aso obtain rights to construct two spur roads on BLM landsin order to log their lands. This
project iswithin the Matrix (Generd Forest Management Area). This Environmental Assessment
analyzesthe impactsto federal landsonly.

Acronyms Used:

ACS - Aquatic Conservation Strategy

BA - Biologicd Assessment

BO - Biologicd Opinion

BLM - Bureau of Land Management

EA - Environmental Assessment

FSEIS (SEIS) - Find Supplementa Environmenta Impact Statement

FWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

LUA - Land Use Allocation

LRT - Lone Rock Timber Company

NEPA - Nationa Environmenta Protection Act

NFP - Northwest Forest Plan

NMFS - Nationa Marine Fisheries Service

RMP - Resources Management Plan

ROD - Record Of Decision (used only to refer to the NFP ROD)

RROW - Reciproca Right-of-Way

&G - Standards & Guidelines

T&E - Threatened or Endangered
Project Lead: Darrel Green
Preparer: Jm Luse

Roseburg District, BLM
777 NW Garden Valley Blvd.
Roseburg, OR 97470

(541-440-4931 ext. 3254)

Date of Preparation: April 17, 2001



INTRODUCTION

This Environmenta Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the Swiftwater Field Office's proposed Wahl
Tract Amendment to Reciprocal Right-of-Way Agreement R-767 which andyzes the acquisition of
accessto BLM lands aswell as granting certain rights to Lone Rock Timber Company. This EA providesa
gte specific analysis of potentiad environmenta impacts that could result with the implementation of a proposed
action. An EA assgsthe Agency in project planning and insuring compliance with the Nationa Environmenta
Protection Act (NEPA) and in making a determination as to whether any "sgnificant” impacts could result from
andyzed actions. "Significance” as defined by NEPA isfound in regulation 40 CFR 1508.27. An EA provides
evidence for determining whether to prepare an Environmenta Impact Statement (EIS) or "Finding of No
Significant Impact" (FONSI). The FONS! is adocument that briefly presents the reasons why implementation
of the proposad action will not result in "sgnificant” environmental impacts (effects) beyond those dready
addressed in the Roseburg Didrict’s Final Environmental Impact Satement (FEIS).

A Decison Record would be completed after the FONSI is signed to document the decision. A notice of this
decison will be placed in The News Review, adaily newspaper of generd circulation in Roseburg, Oregon.

. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

This section provides agenerd overview of the proposed action. Included are: the need for the action, purpose
of the action, and conformance with exigting land use plans.

A. Need for Action

The BLM has a need to respond to requests by permittees to exercise rights under Reciprocal Right-
of-Way (RROW) Agreements. Lone Rock Timber Company expressed its intention to exercise rights
under RROW R-767 by letter to the BLM on July 19, 2000 requesting approval of acrossng plat in
Sections 27 and 29; T25S., R.5W.; W.M. to facilitate the logging of their recently acquired lands
(herein referred to asthe Wahl Tract). Reguests such asthis are considered norma governmental
business and are processed routingly. These actions are assumed in the RMP (pg. 6) as administrative
actions. “Adminigtrative actions are day-to-day transactions required to serve the public and to
provide optimum use of resources.. . . including issuance of . . . permits.” When these actions have
been determined as having limited context and intengity they can be categoricaly excluded from
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) required analysis (516 DM 2, Appendix 1, category 1.7). This
request was not approved because the new area was not covered under the existing RROW
Agreement. Thisreguest isnot categoricaly excluded from NEPA andysis therefore additiond analysis
would be necessary and an Environmental Analysis would be need to be prepared.

Reciproca agreements were originaly developed to resolve problems created by the checkerboard
ownership pattern of BLM lands in Western Oregon. Prior to 1950 many private landowners would
not grant access rights to the United States across their lands, therefore most BLM lands had no legd
access. The reciproca agreements have provided the mechanism for both parties to smultaneoudy
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secure the long-term access rights they need to reach and manage their intermingled lands. A second
magor god of reciproca agreements was to avoid duplicate road systems by providing the mechanism
for both parties to shareroads. Much of the existing forest road system in the Roseburg Didtrict has
been constructed under the provisions of reciproca agreements.

Reciproca agreements are specified in regulation 43 CFR 2812 and are composed of two separate
documents: (1) a Right-of-Way and Road Use Agreement, which is aform of non-exclusive easement
(the United States does not have exclusive access rights) granting rights to the United States to use
roads controlled by the private landowners (Permittees) and to construct new roads over land owned
by the Permittee for the purpose of reaching public (BLM) land, and (2) an O& C Logging Road Right-
of-Way Permit that grants rights to the Permittee to use roads controlled by the United States and to
construct new roads over public land administered by BLM for the purpose of accessng Permittee
lands. The roads and lands over which rights have been granted are pecificaly listed in land schedules
which are atached to the Agreement and Permit documents. In most BLM reciproca agreements,
rights have been granted in perpetuity.

This request also provided an opportunity for the BLM to acquire legd access to lands that heretofore
have no access. The BLM has a need to acquire lega access lands that are managed by the Roseburg
Digrict. Accessis obtained through easements, condemnation, or reciprocd right-of-way agreements
(RMP, pg. 71).

B. Purpose of Action

The purpose of the action described in this EA isto respond to the need for the BLM to acquire lega
access to lands as described above as well as responding to Lone Rock Timber Company’s request for
aright-of-way across BLM lands. One of the objectives of the RMPisto “[aquire accesshy . . .
amending exigting reciproca right-of-way agreements’ (pg. 71). Thisaction would aso authorize the
congtruction of two temporary spurs as described under the action dternativesin order to log Lone
Rock Timber [ands.

C. Conformance with Exising Land Use Plans

The Proposed Action and al dternatives were developed to be in conformance with the Final -
Roseburg District Proposed Resource Management Plan / Environmental |mpact Statement
(PRMPY/EIS) dated October 1994 and its associated Roseburg District Record of Decision and
Resources Management Plan (RMP) dated June 2, 1995. The RMP was written to be consistent
with the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for
Late-Successional and Old Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern
Sootted Owl (FSEIS); dated Feb. 1994 and its associated Record of Decision for Amendments to
Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the
Northern Spotted Owl (ROD) and Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for
Late-Successional and Old Growth Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted
Owl (S&G's) dated April 13, 1994; generdly referred to as the "Northwest Forest Plan” (NFP). The
NFP ROD egtablishes management direction congisting of . . .. extensve standards and guiddines
including land dlocations, that comprise a comprehendve ecosystem management strategy™ (pg. 1).
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The NFP ROD (pg. 6) dividesthe federd landbase into seven land use dlocations (LUA) or
categories. Thisproject iswithin the“Matrix” LUA. "Stands in the matrix can be managed for timber
and other commodity production, and to perform an important role in maintaining biodiversity” (S& G,
pg. B-6) by providing for biological legacies (snags, large woody debris and retention trees) that bridge
past and future forests.

II. ALTERNATIVESINCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

This section describes the No Action and Proposed Action dternatives, and any aternatives consdered but
eliminated from detailed anadlyss. These dternatives represent arange of reasonable potentia actions that
would meet the Purpose and Need. This section dso discusses specific design features that would be
implemented under the action dternatives.

A. TheNo Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would deny the request by Lone Rock Timber (LRT) to add additiona
lands into the RROW agreement. Logging would still occur on LRT lands (nonfederd action). There
would continue to be no legd accessto BLM lands. BLM would need to pursue six miles of
easements to access BLM lands as a separate action.

B. The Proposed Action Alter native

This dternative would permit LRT Company to construct temporary roads on BLM landsin order to
log Lone Rock property. Reciproca rights would provide government access to BLM landsin Section
27 and 29. Road Use and Right-of-Way Agreement R-767 and O& C Logging Road Right-of-Way
Permit R-767 would be amended as follows:

Action 1. Add a50 foot wide, 688 foot long, strip of BLM land in the NEYANWY4 of Section 27;
T.25S, R5W.; W.M. and gpproximately 1.5 acre tramway yarding wedge to Schedule
1, U. S Lands. Thisaddition would alow future road construction within the right-of-way
gtrip only and provide Permittee accessto landsin Section 22, T. 25 S, R. 5W.; W.M.
The tramway yarding wedge would be clearcut and planted with Douglas-fir seedlingsin
accordance with the aforementioned Roseburg Didtrict Resource Management Plan
(RMP).

Action 2. Add a50 foot wide, 164 foot long, strip of BLM land in the SEVANEY4 of Section 29;
T.25S, R5W.; W.M. and gpproximately 0.3 acre tramway yarding wedge to Schedule
1, U. S Lands. Thisaddition would alow future road construction within the right-of-way
strip only and provide Permittee accessto landsin Section28; T. 25 S, R. 5W.; W.M..
The tramway yarding wedge would be clearcut and planted with Douglas-fir seedlingsin
accordance with the aforementioned Roseburg Didtrict Resource Management Plan
(RMP).
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Action 3. Lone Rock Timber would grant like accessto BLM viaexisting Lone Rock Timber roads
in Sections 22, 26, 27 and 28; T. 25 S., R5W.; W.M. Theserights would be “non-
exclusve’ meaning that the BLM would have rights of accessfor officid business, its
permittees or potentia contractors. BLM would not be able to extend these rights of
access to the generd public.

Action 4. The landowner may object to the proposed congtruction if it may affect a specieslisted as
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act. In the event an objection is
made on the basis that a threatened or endangered species is affected, the congtruction of
the road will be delayed until consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under
Section 7(a) of the Endangered Species Act has been completed on the proposed road.
Based on the biologica opinion received from the Fish and Wildlife Service, the objection
may be withdrawn, modified, conditioned, or continued.

This dternative would result in the harvest of gpproximatdy 235 CCF (hundred cubic feet) or 140
MBF (thousand board feet) of timber.

C. Project Design Featuresas part of the Action Alternative

This section describes project design features that would be incorporated with the implementation of
the action dternatives. Project design features (PDF's) are site specific measures, restrictions,
requirements or physical structures included in the design of a project in order to reduce adverse
environmenta impacts. Additiondly, the RMP (Appendix D, pg. 129) ligts "Best Management
Practices’ (BMP's) and the NFP ROD lists " Standards and Guiddines' (S&G's). BMP's are measures
designed to protect water quality and soil productivity. S&G'sare™”. . . the rules and limits governing
actions, and the principles specifying the environmenta conditions or levels to be achieved and
maintained." (S&G, pg. A-6). The action dternatives include the following measures as part of the
action dternative;

1. To meet the objectives of the" Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS)" (RMP, pg. 19):
a. Riparian Reserves (Component #1) were established. Riparian Reserves consst of lands
incorporating permanently flowing (perennid) and seasondly flowing (intermittent) streams, the extent
of unstable and potentialy unstable areas that may directly impact streams, and wetlands. The RMP
(pg. 24) specifies Riparian Reserve widths equd to the height of two Site potentia trees on each Sde
of fish bearing streams and one Site potentid tree on each side of perennid or intermittent nonfish
bearing Sreams. Data has been andyzed from Didtrict inventory plots and the height of asite
potentia tree for the Lower North Umpqua Watershed has been determined to be the equivaent of
180 ft. therefore, Riparian Reserve boundaries would be approximately 180 ft. dope distance from
the edge of non-fish bearing streams and 360 ft. from fish bearing streamsin the project area
(Roseburg Digtrict Memo, Jan. 18, 1995). There are no fish bearing streams or wetlands within the
project area. This project isoutsde of any Riparian Reserves.
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b. Key Watersheds (ACS Component #2) were established “asrefugia. . . for maintaining and
recovering habitat for at-risk stocks of anadromous salmonids and resident fish species[RMP, pg.
20].” Thisprojectisnotina Key Watershed.

c. Watershed Analysis (ACS Component #3) for the Lower North Umpqua Watershed has not
been completed for thiswatershed. NOTE: Watershed Andysisis not required for projectsin non-
Key watersheds or outside Riparian Reserves (S& G's, pg. B-20).

d. The mgority of the Water shed Restoration (ACS Component #4) efforts for this watershed
would occur within the North Bank Habitat Management Areaand is described in the North Bank
Habitat Management Area/ACEC - Final Environmental Impact Statement (September 2000).

2. Tominimize soil erosion as a sour ce of sedimentation to streams:
a. Temporary roads would be built, used and decommissioned in the same operating season (i.e. no
over-wintering of bare erodible subgrade). When logging is completed, the roadbed would be water
barred, blocked and seeded with native species or a stexile hybrid mix depending on availability.

b. Log hauling would be restricted on unsurfaced roads to the dry season (normaly May 15 to Oct.
15), however, operations would be suspended during periods of heavy precipitation. This season
could be adjusted if conditions are such that no environmental damage would occur (eg. the dry
season extending beyond Oct. 15).

3. To provide wildlife habitat components:
a Future nesting and roosting habitat for cavity dwellers would be provided by reserving most
exiging hard or soft snags (at least 20" in diameter and 20 ft. in height) in sufficient numbers to meet
the population needs of 40% of potential population (RMP pg. 64). This has been determined to be
1.2 snags per acre. Where this quantity is lacking, additional green trees would be reserved for
future snag recruitment. Note: Any snag deemed as hazardous to worker safety could be felled at
the discretion of the operator and the Sdles Adminigtrator. Such trees would be reserved and |eft in
place as CWD.

b. Biologica diversty, and future snag and down wood recruitment for wildlife would be provided
through the retention of Six to eight large (greater than 20") green conifer trees per acre (RMP
Appendix E, pg. 150) in the tramway yarding wedges. At least 120 linear feet of CWD per acre (at
least 16" in diameter and 16 ft. in length) would be reserved (RMP, pg. 38). Where CWD is
lacking in the above quantities, extra green trees would be reserved for future CWD recruitment
(RMP pg. 65).

4. Toprevent and report accidental spills of petroleum productsor other hazardous materials:

Hazardous materias (particularly petroleum products) would be stored in durable containers and
located s0 that any accidentd spill would be contained.  All landing trash and logging materias would
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be removed. Accidentd spills or discovery of the dumping of any hazardous materids would be
reported to the Sde Adminigtrator and the procedures outlined in the “Roseburg District Hazardous
Materids (HAZMAT) Emergency Response Contingency Plan” would be followed.

5. To contain and/or reduce the spread of noxious weeds:
Stipulations would be incorporated into the logging contract to prevent and/or control the spread of
noxious weeds. Thiswould include the cleaning of logging equipment prior to entry on BLM lands
(BLM Manua 9015 - Integrated Weed Management).

6. To protect Special Statusand SEI'S Special Attention Plantsand Animals.
a Specid Attention (Survey and Manage) plant and anima sites would be protected according to
established management recommendations (RMP, pg. 42).

b. If, during implementation of the proposed action, any Specid Status (threatened or endangered,
proposed threatened or endangered, candidate, State listed, Bureau sensitive or Bureau assessment)
species are found, eva uation for the appropriate type of mitigation needed for each pecies would be
done. Stipulations would be placed in the contract to halt operationsif any of these Specid Status
plants or animals are found to alow time to determine adequate protective measures before
operations could resume.

7. Toprotect cultural resources:
Stipulations would be placed in the contract to hat operations and evauate the appropriate type of
mitigation needed to provide adequate protection; if any objects of cultura vaue (e.g. historicd or
prehistoricd ruins, graves, fossils or artifacts) are found during the implementation of the proposed
action.

D. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated

Severd additiond dternatives were consdered but diminated. These consisted of adminigtrative
actions that would provide access to both parties. One dternative would scrap the origina agreement
and negotiate a new agreement requiring dl lands to conform to the new environmenta sandard. A
second option would be to pursue easements. These options require bilateral agreement and were
rgjected by Lone Rock Timber (K. Hoffine, Lone Rock Timber; telephone conversation, March 20,
2001).

[1l. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section describes the existing environment and forms a basdline for comparison of the effects creeted by
the aternatives under consideration. This section does not attempt to describe in detall every resource within
the proposed project areathat could be impacted but only those resources which could be significantly
impacted. Appendix F (Analyss File) contains data and supporting information that provides the basis for
describing the affected environment.
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This project lieswithin the Oregon Western Cascades Physiographic Province. The FSEIS describes the
affected environment for this province on page 3&4-19. The Roseburg District Proposed Resource
Management Plan/Environmenta Impact Statement (PRMP/ELS, pp. 3-3 through 3-71) provides a detailed
description of BLM administered lands on the Roseburg Didtrict.

The proposed project areas are not known to be used by, or disproportionately used by, Native Americans,
minorities or low-income populations for specific cultura activities, or at gregter rates than the generd
population. According to 2000 Census data approximately six percent of the population of Douglas County
was classified as minority status (Oregonian, Pg. A-12; March 15, 2001). It is estimated that approximately
15% of the county is below the poverty level (Frewing-Runyon, 1999).

A. General Setting

Thisproject is entirely within the Plat | drainage (Sxth-field) of the Lower North Umpqua fifth-fid
watershed. Thiswatershed covers approximately 106,190 acres (165 square miles). Current
landscape patterns cons sts predominantly of non-forested agricultura and pasture lands and numerous
amdl resdences within the rurd/urban interface. Three mgor highways and two smdl towns (Glide and
Sutherlin) are located within the watershed. The BLM manages 12,377 acres of this watershed
(approximately 12% of the land base).

The proposed right-of-way on BLM, including the two landings and the associated tramway yarding
wedges, would be located primarily on ridgetops (stable road construction) excepting approximately
three stations (300 ft.) of 45-50% side dope construction for the Section 27 right-of-way. These three
gations of right-of-way are on stable locations for road construction with balanced cut and fill, and
without the need for full-bench congtruction which generates excess fill materid.

B. Affected Resources

The affected area was surveyed for the resources listed below according to established protocols:
Botany - No Specia Status or Survey and Manage (S& M) plants were observed in the project area.

Cultural Resources- No culturd resources were found in the project area.

Fisheries- No perennid streams or streams with fish presence are known to occur within a quarter
mile of this proposed action. Section 27 lies above the Cooper Creek dam, which isabarrier to
threatened coho salmon and other anadromous fish. Streams within Section 29 flow for about amile
before entering Sutherlin Creek. Coho salmon and other pacific sdmonids are suspected in the lower
reaches of Sutherlin Creek.

Hydrology - The proposed crossing plat is located within the Sutherlin Creek drainage, of the Lower

North Umpqua fifth-field watershed. Neither Sutherlin Creek nor Cooper Creek are listed as water
qudity impaired (Oregon DEQ, 1998).
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Soils - The dopes of the yarding wedges for both locations range from 50 to 70 percent. The Stesare
currently stable to eroson. The soilsfor dl road and wedge locations are well drained, loamy and very
shallow to moderately deep (5 to 40 inches) over brittle, somewhat hard sandstone. Signs of dope
ingability are largely lacking (dumpy ground, conifer boles bowed in shape). Landdides and tenson
cracks are absent. All dopes are planar and convex (amore stable condition).

Wildlife- Federdly Threatened and Endangered (T& E) species known to occur in the Roseburg
Didtrict include the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), marbled murrelet
(Brachyramphus mar mor atus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus |eucocephal us), Columbian white-tailed deer
(Odocoileus virginianus), Canadalynx (Lynx canadensis) and Fender’ s blue butterfly (Icaricia
icarioides fenderi). The proposed action is beyond the 1.2 mile home range of any known spotted
owl Ste. The nearest spotted owl nest Steis gpproximately 1.9 milesaway. Neither section is
designated as critica habitat (a specific geographica area specified by the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) in Recovery Plans as containing habitat essentia for the conservation of a T& E species) for the
northern spotted owl. This project occurs more than 50 miles from the Coast and therefore is not
considered to contain suitable marbled murrelet habitat. No bald eagle nests or winter roosting areas
are known to occur within the project area, therefore no effects to bald eagles are anticipated. The
forested areas to be treated are not preferred habitat for the Columbia white-tailed deer. Therefore no
effects to Columbiawhite-tailed deer are anticipated. The remaining T& E species do not occur in the
project area.

Survey and Manage Species The federal lands to be harvested are considered to be suitable habitat
for thered treevole. A survey of the area has located ared tree vole platform in the ROW in Section
29. Atthistimeitisunknown if it isactive or not. Thereis no suitable habitat for mollusks, therefore,
no effects are anticipated.

V. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section provides the evidence and andytical basis for the comparisons of the dternatives. The probable
environmental consequences (impacts, effects) to the human environment that each dternative would have on
selected resources are described.  This section is organized by the dternatives and the effects on selected
resources. Analysis consders the direct impacts (effects caused by the action and occurring at the same place
and time), indirect impacts (effects caused by the action and occurring later in time or farther removed in
distance) and cumulative impacts (effects of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably
foreseesble future actions) on the resource values. Appendix F (Andysis File) contains additiona supporting
information for thisanadlyss. The EIS and FSEIS analyzes the environmental consequences in a broader
context. This EA does not attempt to reandyze impacts that have aready been andyzed in these documents
but rather to identify the particular Ste specific impacts that could reasonably occur. Environmenta effectsto
the “Critical Elements of the Human Environment” is andyzed in Appendix D.

The Lone Rock Timber Company has developed aten year logging plan for the Wahl Tract. A portion of this
harvest would be removed from landings on federd land under the proposed action. NEPA only requires that
the environmental effects that occur on federa lands be andyzed, therefore the environmentd effects of activity
on Lone Rock Timber Company landsis not analyzed.
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Some irreversble and irretrievable commitment of resources would result from the implementation of this
project. Anirreversble commitment is acommitment that cannot be reversed whereas an irretrievable
commitment is acommitment that islost for aperiod of time. An irreversble commitment of petroleum fuelsfor
road building, logging, and timber hauling would result from the proposed action.

When encountering a gep in information, the question implicit in the Council on Environmentd Quality
regulations on incomplete and unavailable information was posed: Is thisinformation “essentid to a reasoned
choice among the aternatives’? (40 CFR 1502.22(a)). While additional information would often add precison
to estimates or better specify a relationship, the basic data and centrd relationships are sufficiently well
edtablished that any new information would not likely reverse or nullify understood relaionships. Although new
information would be welcome, no missing information was determined as essentid for the decison maker to
make a reasoned choice among the dternatives.

A. No Action Alternative

This dternative would not result in legdl accessto BLM lands. It would not meet the objective of the
RMP (pg. 71) of gaining access to public lands to meet management objectives. LRT would log their
lands without using landings on BLM lands. It is not known how they would log their lands. Possible
options could include uphill logging to congtructed spurs and landings on LRT property or downhill
cable logging to exidting roads. Helicopter logging is dso a posshility.

Harvest related impacts would not occur on federd lands under this aternative because spurs would

not be built and the yarding wedge would not be harvested. Therefore current plant diversty,
composition and viability would not be modified. Hydrologic processes would continue at existing rates
and levels. The probability of landdides would remain low.

B. Proposed Action Alter native

The proposed right-of-way in Section 27 would enable LRT to uphill yard approximately 15 acresin
the southeast corner of Section 22, which lies on a north facing dope visible from Cooper Creek
Reservoir. Harvest of this areawould occur regardless of whether BLM would approve the proposed
RROW amendment or not. The proposed right-of-way in Section 29 would engble LRT to uphill yard
gpproximately 35 acres in the northwest corner of Section 28 which would not be visible from Cooper
Creek. The proposed action would dlow BLM use of gpproximately sx miles of existing natura
surfaced roads and roads to be built or reconstructed by LRT in order to accesstwo BLM parcels of
160 acres for which thereis no current lega access. Accessis necessary to manage these lands.

Botany - Direct effects are those actions that cause direct mortality of Specid Status and SEIS
Specid Attention Plants such as ground disturbance or dteration of microclimatic conditions favorable
to the sustained viability of plants. Temporary road congtruction would likely reduce the diversity,
composition, and viability of vascular and non-vascular plants aong the length of their disturbance
(Miller 1997) and changes to microclimatic conditions within adjacent forest edges could affect plants

Wahl Tract - 9



negatively, however no Specid Status and SEIS Specid Attention Plants would be affected since they
do not occur. Indirect effects include possible spread of noxious weeds. Exposed soil is highly
preferred by noxious weeds and invasive nonnative species. Noxious and invasive weed seeds are
often introduced from seeds carried into the area by construction equipment.

Fisheries- Direct effects are those actions that cause direct mortdity, such as accidental chemical
sillsand direct disturbance of redds. Generdly, direct impacts occur from work within or adjacent to
fish bearing streams. Indirect effects include increased sediment and water temperature, atered
sreamflows, and atering large woody inputs. No direct or indirect impacts would be expected by
granting this Right-of-Way. The entire project would occur more than 400 ft. from any drainage
capable of transmitting effects downstream to areas were fish are present. Stream temperature,
sediment ddlivery, woody debris processes would dl remain at existing rates and levels. No habitat
element is expected to be degraded at the Site or fifth-field watershed scale. Indirect effectsto fisheries
from actions on BLM lands is expected to be inconsequential.

Hydrology - Direct effects are those actions that cause direct changes to the stream channel
morphology, hydraulic geometry, or water qudity. The Proposed Action Alternative would not likely
result in any increase in erosion, sedimentation, or turbidity within Cooper Creek, Sutherlin Creek, or
any of the tributary streams below the project area. A smdl intermittent tributary exists just southeast
of the proposed project area (Section 27). Theinception point ison LRT lands however only a small
portion on BLM lands would be within the Riparian Reserve defined by this stream. This areawould
be outside the yarding wedge. Actions that indirectly effect hydrology and water qudity include
changesin road densities, runoff and sediment transport, streamside shading, and large woody debris
recruitment. No change in stream temperature, large woody debris, water pH, dissolved oxygen, or
other chemica parametersislikely to occur under the Proposed Action because of the intermittent
nature of the stream and distance from any disturbance.

Soils - Direct effects conssts of those actions that cause areduction in soil productivity such as
compaction due to road congtruction, soil 1oss through erosion, displacement of soil through mechanica
means (logging and road building) and dteration of the soil's nutrient, physica and biologica properties
through dash burning.  The construction of two unsurfaced spurs would result in disturbance of about
0.5 acres. Much of the cut portions of these cut-and-fill spurs would be in hard sandstone bedrock.
Eroson would be smdl and temporary. Any sediment would filter into the forest floor. The primary
indirect effect is any landdides that might occur as aresult of the action dternatives. Eighty-four (84)
percent of dl the up-dope, non-road associated landdides identified in the Oregon Department of
Forestry’ s Storm Impacts and Landdlides of 1996 study were on dopes greater than 70 percent (page
49). The study covered the aftermath of high intengity, short return interva storms of thet year. The
probability of landdides being generated by harvesting the 50 to 70 percent doped wedges would be
low based on the study results, the lack of substantid Sgns of Ste ingtability and gpplication of best
management practices (dry season yarding with a least one-end suspension, and waterbarring the
roadbed after harvesting). The indirect effects of any landdide that might occur would likely be smdl
and not reach astream. The closest inception point of a stream is 400 feet below the bottom tip of the
Section 27 wedge. The pathway of alanddide past the wedge toward this inception point would be
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through uncut forest. The vegetative buffer would serve to hat the advance of alanddide moving past
the cut wedge. This action would be in conformance with ACS objectives since there would be low
probabilities of landdide occurrence and low probahilities of landdides reaching a stream.

Wildlife- Direct effects conssts of direct mortdity or disturbance to species. This action would result
in the direct loss of less than one acre of nesting and roosting habitat and one acre of foraging/dispersd
habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl and the loss of gpproximately two acres of suitable red tree vole
habitat. Indirect effectsinclude the dteration of habitat that would affect species. Thiswould include:
(2) increases in solar radiation reaching the forest interior adjacent to the harvested areas resulting in an
increase in average daily temperature, increased evapo-transpiration, and increased shrub/herb growth
in the stand interiors; and (2) openings could alow increased wind movement in the forest interior
resulting in wider fluctuation in temperature and humidity; and an increased chance of windthrow aong
the edges. Over time the edge should re-establish itsalf and a new equilibrium would be established.
Changesin the environmenta gradient could be deleterious to the owl and red tree vole but the small
gze of the opening and corresponding impacts would be rather minima. The short spurs and smal
openings on federa lands would not result in any maor changesto dispersd patterns of the spotted
owl across the landscape.

C. Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The following paragraphs discuss the cumulative impacts of the action. Cumulative impacts are
described for federd landsin the FSEI'S beginning on page 3& 4-4 and throughout the chapter based
on the resource affected. Unless otherwise noted, these effects are described in the context of the fifth-
field watershed scale and a decade or more. There has been a continued conversion of late serd and
old-growth habitat on private, industria forest landsto early serd stages. Current management
drategies on most of this private land would preclude the development of older serd conditionsin the
future. The proposed action would provide access to 160 acres of BLM matrix lands that would be
made available for future harvest. There are no plans to harvest these lands a present, however the
PRMP/EIS assumed for andyssthat dl matrix land is harvested by age 80. The Site specific
environmentd effects of any harvest in these areas would be andlyzed in future EA’s dong with
additiona ESA consaultation.

Hydrology and Soils - Cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quaity are measured as an
increase in harvested acres and road miles within the watershed. Disturbance from less than an acre of
temporary road congtruction and decommissioning would not likely result in any increase in turbidity in
either Cooper or Sutherlin Creeks and would not add to the cumulative impacts of sedimentation and
water quality.

Wildlife- Thisaction would result in the cumulative loss of |ess than one acre of nesting and roosting

habitat and one acre of foraging/dispersal habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl and approximately two
acres of suitable red tree vole habitat.
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V. CONTACTS, CONSULTATIONS, AND PREPARERS

A. Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted
The Agency isrequired by law to consult with the following federd and state agencies (40 CFR
1502.25):

1. Threatened and Endangered (T& E) Species Section 7 Consultation - The Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (ESA) requires consultation to ensure that any action that an Agency authorizes,
funds or carries out is not likely to jeopardize the existence of any listed species or destroy or adversely
modify critica habitat. Consultation isaso required for activity on private lands if the federd actionis
“interrelated and interdependent” with the activity on private lands.  Consultation for activities on Lone
Rock Timber Company landsis required as an “interrelated and interdependent” action.

a. The Roseburg Didrict's Biologica Assessment (BA) for T& E wildlife species consultation has
been submitted to the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). The BA made the determination that
this project would result in a"not likely to adversdy affect” (NLAA) for the spotted owl or marbled
murrelet. A Letter of Concurrence is expected in mid-June.

b. The Swiftwater Fisheries Biologist has determined this action to be a* no effect” for the Oregon
Coast coho salmon and the Oregon Coast steelhead trout or their designated critical habitat therefore
conaultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is not required.

2. Cultural Resour ces Section 106 Consultation - Nationa Historic Preservation Act (Section 106)
respong bilities under the 1997 National Programmatic Agreement and the 1998 Oregon Protocol has
been completed. No consultation with the State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) isrequired.

B. Public Natification

1. A letter was sent to five adjacent landowners. No comments were received (see Appendix G -
Public Contact).

2. Letterswere sent to three private or ganizations or individuals representing private interests.
Comments were received from Francis Eatherington representing Umpgua Watersheds, Inc. (see
Appendix D - Issue Identification Summary).

3. Letters were sent to two locd governmenta departments. No comments were received
Notification will dso be provided to certain State, County and local gover nment offices (see
Appendix G - Public Contact).

4. A 30-day public comment period will be established for review of thisEA. A Notice Of
Avallability will be published in the News Review. This EA and its associated documents will be sent
to dl partieswho request them. If the decison is made to implement this project, a notice will be
published in the News Review.
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C. Lig of Preparers

Lyle Andrews Management Representative

|saac Barner Culturd Resources

Dan Cressy Soils

Chris Foster Wildife

Darrdl Green Engineering Lead / Team Leeder

Steve Kropp Hydrology

JmLuse Environmenta Coordinator / EA Preparer
Garth Ross Fisheries

Ron Wickline Botany
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CRITICAL ELEMENTSOF THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

The following eements of the human environment are subject to requirements specified in Statute, regulation, or
executive order. These resources or vaues are either not present or would not be affected by the proposed
actions or dternatives, unless otherwise described in this EA. This negative declaration is documented below
by individuas who assgted in the preparation of this andyss.

Responsible Not Not In Initids Date
Element Position Present | Affected | Text

Air Qudity Fuels Management Specialist T KC 4/19/01
Areas of Critica Environmental Specialist T JSL 4/18/01
Environmental Concern
Cultural Resources Archeologist T INB 4/18/01
Environmental Justice Environmental Specialist T T JSL 4/18/01
Farm Lands (prime or Soil Scientist T DCC 4/19/01
unique)
Flood Plains Hydrologist T SIK 4/18/01
Invasive, Nonnative Botanist T T RSW 4/19/01
Species
Native American Religious Environmenta Specialist T JSL 4/18/01
Concerns
Threatened or Endangered Fisheries Biologist T GRR 4/19/01
Species (fish)
Threatened or Endangered Botanist T RSW 4/19/01
Species (plants)
Threatened or Endangered Wildlife Biologist T CCF 4/21/01
Species (wildlife)
Hazardous/Solid District Hazardous Materias T GDC 4/20/01
Wastes Coordinator
Water Quality Hydrologist T SIK 4/18/01
Drinking/Ground Water
Wetlands/Riparian Zones Hydrologist T SIK 4/18/01
Wild and Scenic Rivers Recreation Planner T DE 4/18/01
Wilderness Recreation Planner T DE 4/18/01
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Wahl Tract Amendment

APPENDIX D

ISSUE IDENTIFICATION SUMMARY

This appendix summarizes the issues that were identified pertinent to this project. No further anaysiswas
deemed necessary in that the mitigations called for were consdered adequate to remove the issue from needing
to be andyzed in the main body of the EA.

A. Issuesldentified During Project Design

Thefollowing issues were identified during project design. An issue can arise from Specidist input as part
of theinterdisciplinary process aswell as from public commentsthat are received. A given issue can be
eliminated from further analysis for one or more of the following reasons: (1) it is beyond the scope of this
anaysis, (2) the impacts were anticipated and andyzed in the FEIS, (3) Project Design Feature's (PDF )
included in the preferred aternative would be adopted to mitigate the anticipated environmental impacts of
specific activities, and (4) the issue does not meet the objectives and purpose of the project. Section 11,
paragraph C (pg. 4) provides alist of specific PDF'sincorporated into the preferred aternative to ded with
these issues.

No issues were identified as a result of the interdisciplinary process that could not be mitigated through
application of PDF's.

The following issues were identified as the result of public comments recelved from Umpqua Watersheds
(email message, February 13 and March 1, 2001):

| ssue #1: L ocation of the project in proximity to Cooper Creek

Discussion: Concerns were expressed that due to the proximity of this project to Cooper Creek
Reservoir, sgnificant impacts could impact water quaity of areservoir which is a source of
water for the City of Sutherlin. Visuad impactsto a popular recreational use areawere dso
cited dong with possible negative impact on the local economy resulting from loss of vistor
use of Cooper Creek.

Response: The Hydrologigt in his report concluded that “[t]he Action Alternatives would not likely
result in any increase in eroson, sedimentation, or turbidity within Cooper Creek,
Sutherlin Creek, or any of the tributary streams below the project area’” (EA, pg. 10).
The impacts of Lone Rock Timber’s actions are beyond the scope of this analyss,
however the Sutherlin Water Control District has reviewed Lone Rock Timber's
logging plans and are comfortable with their approach (persona conversation, March
23, 2001).
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| ssue #2:

Only avery smdl portion of the BLM lands in Section 27 are visble from Cooper
Creek and is classfied as Visud Resource Management (VRM) class 4 (no
management restrictions). These impacts were anticipated and andyzed in the FEIS
(pg. 4-68). These standards only apply to federd lands. BLM has no authority to
apply these tandards to private lands. Any loss of revenue to the loca economy due
to the loss of recreation at Cooper Creek would be very speculative and difficult to
quantify.

Possible mercury contamination from sedimentation resulting from the congtruction of new

roads.

Discusson: Mercury contamination has been a problem in loca reservoirs and has been identified by

Response:

the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) as present in Cooper Creek reservoir.

The source of mercury contamination in Cooper Creek Reservoir isunknown. Itis
assumed that the contamination in the loca areais duein large measure to past mining
of mercury and the abandoned mines east of Sutherlin. Mine tallings were dso used
throughout the immediate area as a source of gravel for road surfacing. It is not
anticipated that high leves of mercury would be present on federd portions of this
project or on Lone Rock Timber lands sSince no past mercury mines exist at these
locations.

Norm Bing (personal conversation, March 23, 2001) of the Sutherlin Water Control
Didtrict has ated that this problem has been studied and mercury is present in

reservoirs from Cottage Grove to Galesville. He believesit may occur naturaly
throughout the area resulting in higher background levels. Mercury has not shown upin
any water samples (mercury is not water soluble). Since mercury isaheavy metd it
seitles to the bottom in the St were it enters the food chain and bicaccumulates. Itis
found most notably in fish and therefore is a concern to public hedlth from afish
consumption standpoint. Mercury is not aconcern to the Sutherlin water supply.

It has not been established if mercury occursin great amounts in the naturd soil. The
disturbance of less than hdf an acre of soil from road building would likely result in an
inggnificant amount of mercury contamination, if present at dl. The Soil’s Report (pg.
1) concluded that erosion from the construction of new roads would be “small and
temporary . . . [and] sediment would filter into the forest floor”. Thisissue is beyond
the scope of thisanalysis. NEPA (CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1500.1 para. (b)) requires
that documents “ concentrate on issues that are truly significant to the action in question
rather than amassing needless detall.” The effects of mercury would be remote and
Speculative a this point and would not add substantive information to this anaysis.
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| ssue #3:

Public Access to landlocked BLM parcels.

Discussion: The proposed action would result in lega access to public lands. These roads would il

Response:

be controlled by Lone Rock Timber who would be able to deny access to the public.

Thereisapublic perception that the citizenry has aright of accessto dl public lands
and the government, in the process of gaining access across private lands, automaticaly
obtains access rights for the public at large. Private entities do not surrender exclusive
rights to their lands when they enter into agreement with the government unless they
specificaly agreeto do so. Furthermore, dl roads owned and controlled by the federa
government are not considered “public roads’. Thisinterpretation was upheld in King
v. Edward Hines Lumber Co. “The United States upon land of whichitisthe
proprietor has complete power to exclude al persons therefrom, to issue specid
permits. . . and prescribe the manner in which they shal be used, and who shdl use
them.” Thisruling further stated that BLM roads were private roads within the meaning
of the Oregon traffic laws. A May 27, 1970 Salicitor’s opinion states “ The fact that the
BLM dlows the generd public to use such roads without permit does not make them
public roads since the United States retains the power to control al activity on these
roads including use by the general public [emphasis added].” BLM roads and
public lands are owned by dl citizensin generd but no citizen in particular.

B. Issues Specified by Regulation

"Critica Elements of the Human Environment” isalist of eements specified in BLM Handbook H-1790-1
that must be consdered in dl EA's. These are dements of the human environment subject to requirements
specified in Satute, regulation, or Executive Order. These dements are asfollows:

©oOoNOO O~ WDNPRF

Air Quality

Aresas of Criticd Environmental Concern (ACEC)
Cultural Resources

Environmenta Justice

Farm Lands (prime or unique)

Foodplains

Invasive, Nonnative Species

Native American Religious Concerns

Threatened or Endangered Species

10. Wastes, Hazardous or Solid

11. Water Qudity, Drinking / Ground
12. Wetlands/ Riparian Zones

13. Wild and Scenic Rivers

14. Wilderness
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These resources or values (except item #9) were not identified asissues to be analyzed because: (1) the
resource or value does not exist in the anadlysis area, or (2) no site specific impacts were identified, or (3)
the impacts were consdered sufficiently mitigated through adherence to the NFP S& G's and RMP
Management Actiong/Direction therefore diminating the eement as an issue of concern. Theseissues are
a0 briefly discussed in Appendix E ("Critical Elements of the Human Environment™).  Item#9is
addressed in the Specidist's Reports (Appendix F) and the Biological Assessment which is prepared for
consultation required by the Endangered Species Act.

C. Issuesto be Analyzed

No issues were identified as having sufficient potentia affect to warrant more detailed anayss.
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APPENDIX E

Wahl Tract Amendment

CRITICAL ELEMENTSOF THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

Element Relevant Authority Environmental Effect
Air Quality The Clean Air Act (as amended) Dust particles may be released into airshed as a
result of road construction and timber hauling.
Areas of Critical Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) Project areais not within or near a designated or

Environmental Concern

candidate ACEC

Cultural Resources

National Historic Preservation Act (as amended)

Project exempt from SHPO review (Cultural Report
3/07/01).

Environmental Justice

E.O. 12898, Federa Actionsto Address Environmental Justicein
Minority Populations and L ow-Income Populations

Minority and low-income popul ations would not
be adversely or disproportionally effected by this
action (EA, pg. 7).

Farm Lands (prime or unique)

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977

"No discernable effects are anticipated" (PRMP pg.
1-7).

Floodplains

E.O. 11988, as amended, Floodplain Management, 5/24/77

Project is not within 100 year floodplain.

Invasive, Nonnative Species

Lacey Act (as amended)

Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (as amended)
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended)
E.O. 13112, Invasive Species, 2/3/99

Project Design Features would be included into
the contract to prevent or control the spread of
noxious weeds (EA, pg. 6)

Native American Religious
Concerns

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978

No concerns are noted.




Element Relevant Authority Environmental Effect
Threatened or Endangered Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended) Botanical - No T& E species noted (Specialist
Species Report 3/07/01).

The Pacific Coast Recovery Plan for the American Peregrine
Falcon, 1982

Columbian White-tailed Deer Recovery Plan, 1983

Recovery Plan for the Pacific Bald Eagle, 1986

Recovery Plan for the Marbled Murrelet, 1997

Biological Opinion and Conference Opinion - Implementation of

Land and Resource Plans (USFS) and Resource Management
Plans (BLM), March 18, 1997 [NMFES]

Fish -“No effect” - Oregon Coast coho salmon
(Specialist Report 3/17/01).

Wildlife - “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” -
Spotted owl and Marbled Murrelet (Biological
Assessment).

T&E species not specifically mentioned do not
exist in the analysis area.

Wastes, Hazardous or Solid

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 as amended

Applicable HazMat policieswould bein effect.

Water Quality, Drinking /
Ground

Safe Drinking Water Act as amended
Clean Water Act of 1977

No concerns noted as aresult of contact with the
Sutherlin Water Board.

Wetlands/Riparian Zones

E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands, 5/24/77

"The selected alternative [of the FEIS] complies
with [E.O. 11990]..."(ROD p. 51, para.7)

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (as amended)
The North Umpqua Wild and Scenic River Plan (July 1992)

Project is not within the North Umpqua Scenic
River corridor.

Wilderness

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
Wilderness Act of 1964

"There are no lands in the Roseburg District which
are eligible as Wilderness Study Areas." (RMP pg.
54)
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